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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of the application are respectfully 
requested in view of the remarks herewith, which place the application into condition for 



I. STATUS OF THE CLAIMS AND FORMAL MATTERS 

Claims 1-13 and 15-23 are pending in this application. While no claims are amended 
hereby, a listing of the claims is presented purely for the convenience of the Examiner. 

II. REJECTIONS UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) HAVE BEEN OVERCOME 

Claims 1-13, 15-17 and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) over U.S. Patent No. 
5,558,926 to Tate et al. ("Tate") in view of U.S. Patent No. 4,559,258 to Kiuchi ("Kiuchi"). 
Claims 1-13 and 15-21 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 4,008,801 to Reilly et al. ("Reilly") in view of Kiuchi, and claims 22-23 have 
been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Tate or Reilly in view of GB 
2106557 to Curry et al. ("Curry"). Applicants traverse and respectfully request reconsideration 
and withdrawal of the rejections thereto. 

Independent claim 1 recites: 



A fabric having a fabric caliper, said fabric having a top surface 
coating that encapsulates fifty percent or less of the fabric 
caliper and said fabric comprising one or more guides attached 
to machine direction edges of a wear surface of the fabric so as 
to encapsulate approximately fifty percent or more of the 
fabric caliper with guide material in a region where the guide is 
attached to the fabric, wherein the guides are substantially v- 
shaped. (Emphasis added) 



For the reasons amply given in, inter alia, the prior response, Tate fails to disclose the above- 
recited limitation and nothing in Kiuchi cures this deficiency. At page 5, the Office Action 
responds to Applicants' arguments by repeating the allegation that Figure 2 of Kiuchi shows that 



allowance. 
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"coatings on both sides of a belt are known to encapsulate approximately 50 percent of the 
fabric." The Office Action further alleges that Example 2 of Kiuchi teaches that the coating on 
each side of the fabric reaches approximately 50% inside the fabric. None of the Office Action's 
assertions find adequate support in Kiuchi. Yet even assuming purely for the sake of argument 
that the assertions are true, which they are not, Kiuchi would still fail to cure Tate's deficiency. 

The Office Action fails to address Applicants' remarks that the claimed belt requires 50% 
or more encapsulation of the fabric caliper by the guides. Tate, in stark contrast, unambiguously 
states that its "bending resistant part. . .is formed by filling not less than 85% percent of the 
space of the fabric with a thermoset resin...." Tate, col. 3, Ins. 10-13. Tate's reason is that: 
"[fjhe amount less than 85% tends not to result in enough bending resistant effect and 
satisfactory fusion to the guide protrusion." Id., col. 4, Ins. 42-44. As Applicants explained in 
the prior response, when the fabric structure is filled with the resin layer applied to the face side 
of the fabric to 85% or more of its thickness, that only leaves - at best - 15% of the structure 
to adequately bond the guide. See Tate at, col. 4, lines 40-5 1 . Claim 1 , on the other hand, 
requires "one or more guides attached to machine direction edges of a wear surface of the 
fabric so as to encapsulate approximately fifty percent or more of the fabric caliper." Thus 
Tate is clearly deficient. As Kiuchi teaches no guides whatsoever, it fails to cure Tate's 
deficiency, regardless of the percentages of penetration and encapsulation Kiuchi allegedly 
discloses. Among other things, Tate's construction forecloses any overlap or closeness for the 
claimed range. 

While the Office Action has thus failed to make a prima facie case of obviousness against 
claim 1, Applicants note that Tate also teaches away from the combination alleged by the Office 
Action. At page 3 the Office Action alleges the reason for combining Tate with Kiuchi is "in 



-6- 



00578405 



U.S. Patent Application No. 10/631,937 PATENT 
Response to Office Action dated July 1 0, 2008 930009-20 1 1 

order to securely and positively attach [the guide] thereto and the deeper into the fabric the 

material flows the greater that bond would be since the material would be able to attach to more 

of the fabric." Yet Tate says: ". ..a guide protrusion is fastened to the bending resistant part by 

fusion. This fusion provides good guiding characteristic since the fabric is firmly bound." 

Tate, col. 4, Ins. 21-23, emphasis added. Tate goes on to state: 

Polyurethane resin is used in the fabrication of the protrusion body 
and the trimming edge because the wear resistance is excellent, the 
bond formed is good, and the flexibility is sufficient so that the 
turning at the inner roll is excellent. 

Tate, col. 4, Ins. 52-55, emphasis added. Tate fails to regard secure attachment of the guide as a 

problem, and indeed, regards its guide as firmly bound, albeit to the bending resistant part and 

not the fabric. Taken together with Tate's warning that less than 85% penetration of the face 

side resin layer does not "result in enough bending resistant effect and satisfactory fusion to the 

guide protrusion," Tate clearly undermines the Office Action's alleged reason for the 

combination, and indeed expressly teaches away from it. As the Supreme Court said in KSR 

International Code v. Teleflex, Inc., 550 U.S. , 82 USPQ2d at 1394 (2007) (citing U.S. V. 

Adams, 383 U.S. 39, 40): "[W]hen the prior art teaches away from combining certain known 

elements, discovery of successful means of combining them is more likely to be non-obvious." 

As explained in prior responses, claim 1, inter alia, addresses the above-noted 

shortcoming of Tate, which is why the face side resin layer penetrates the structure less, and the 

actual guide itself, when formed on the backside or driveside of the belt, penetrates further into 

the base structure by a factor of at least three when compared to Tate. The guide member's 

penetration into the fabric, as opposed to the face side of the resin layer as taught by Tate, 

improves the belt's resistance to tearing off. 
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Applicants also note that Kiuchi does not teach what the Office Action alleges. Kiuchi 
says nothing about the percentage of encapsulation or penetration of its coatings. For the reasons 
amply given in the prior response, it is unlikely that Kiuchi's layers 12 and 12' in Figure 2 are 
approximately equal to one another. As Kiuchi is silent on percentages and does not regard such 
percentages as meaningful, Figure 2's image is not intended as a depiction of the penetration of 
the coatings. Indeed, Figure 2 is not presented as a specific embodiment, but as a sectional view 
of Kiuchi's entire invention (See Kiuchi at col. 2. lines 36-38 and 46-47.) Example 2 of Kiuchi 
is also deficient as it does not, as the Office Action alleges, disclose the coating on each side of 
the fabric reaches approximately 50% inside the fabric. Rather, Kiuchi simply states: "At this 
time the polyurethane resin is impregnated into the base fabric so that it reaches approximately 
the inside." Kiuchi, col. 6, Ins 10-12, emphasis added. Kiuchi is again silent on percentages. 

Claims 1-13 and 15-21 are rejected under §103(a) over Reilly in view of Kiuchi. Page 6 
of the Office Action alleges Applicants argue: "that the molding into the interstices of the fabric 
in Reilly et al is between the polyurethane and the fabric and not between the guide and the 
fabric." The Office Action thus answers that "the polyurethane and guide the applicant is 
referring to are one integral part (col. 3 lines 30 and 31), therefore the guide does penetrate the 
fabric." With all due respect, the Office Action misunderstands Applicants' argument and the 
Reilly reference. As Applicants explained in the prior response, Reilly discloses a guide formed 
by molding polyurethene into interstices of a fabric backing, and then the guide, which includes 
the fabric backing, is subsequently adhered to a conveyor belt. The molding is between the 
polyurethane and the fabric backing 32 and not between the guides 21 and the conveyer belt 16. 
Reilly., Figs. 1-4. 
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Indeed, the Office Action's citation explains that Reilly's guide includes rib and a base 
web that are molded as an integrated piece. But these are part of Reilly's guide, not the conveyor 
belt. Moreover, Reilly's fabric backing is applied to the side of the base web. The fabric 
backing is also part of the guide, not the belt. As Reilly explains: 



It is important that the fabric be securely held to the polyurethane 
by this method since the fabric provides the adhesive interface with 
the conveyor belt as will be noted.... In use the guide can be 
secured to the conveyor belt for use by any appropriate 
adhesive.... 



Reilly, col. 3 Ins 39-42, col. 4, Ins. 56-59. Reilly's guide is adhered to Reilly's conveyor belt via 
the guide's fabric backing, thus the guide material is never impregnated into Reilly's belt, hence 
never encapsulating it. Thus the Office Action improperly "deems the material flowing into the 
interstices as encapsulating the fabric caliper...." Office Action, page 4. 

To the contrary, as Applicants explained in the prior response, Reilly teaches casting the 
guide in one piece with the base (web) containing an impregnated fabric backing. Reilly 
expressly teaches improving adherence of the guide to the belt surface via adhesive (Reilly, col. 
4, lines 56-59), not encapsulation of the fabric caliper. Therefore, Reilly both fails to disclose 
and teaches away from "guides attached. . .so as to encapsulate approximately fifty percent or 
more of the fabric caliper with guide material in a region where the guide is attached," and 
for at least this reason, the teachings of Reilly cannot and do not combine with Kiuchi to render 
obvious claim 1 . 

Applicants also note that the reason given by the Office Action for the combination is the 
same as that given above with respect to Reilly, namely, adjusting the depth of the coating for a 
more secure attachment. The reason does not make sense as Reilly's guide is adhered to the belt, 
not impregnated. Moreover, Kiuchi itself is deficient as a reference for all the reasons given 
above in the discussion of the §103 rejection over Tate and Reilly. 
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III. DEPENDENT CLAIMS 

Claims 22-23 were further rejected under §103 (a) over Tate or Reilly in view of Curry. 
As for Curry, while the reference is not a basis for rejection of the independent claim, Applicants 
note that the mere disclosure of controlling a degree of penetration does not cure Tate's 
deficiency and teaching away or Kiuchi's lack of disclosure of percentages. Moreover, as 
pointed out in the prior Response, Curry discloses an impermeable shoe press belt that is 
impregnated over its entire surface with a resin coating. As is well known to those skilled in the 
art, not only is Curry's belt used only in papermaking, but while in use, it never contacts the 
paper product, thus always being on the inside of a press fabric, and therefore it does not require 
any V-guides. Applicants submit that this impermeable belt would not be able to function in the 
above-claimed manner. 

The dependent claims in this application are each dependent from independent claim 1 
discussed above and are therefore believed patentable for the same reasons. Since each 
dependent claim is also deemed to define an additional aspect of the invention, however, the 
individual reconsideration of the patentability of each on its own merits is respectfully requested. 
CONCLUSION 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is believed that all of the claims in 
this application are patentable over the prior art, and an early and favorable consideration thereof 
is solicited. 

Statements appearing above with respect to the disclosure in the cited reference represent 
the present opinions of the Applicants' undersigned attorney and, in the event that the Examiner 
disagrees with any such opinions, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner specifically 
indicate those portions of the respective reference providing the basis for a contrary view. 
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Please charge any fees incurred by reason of this response and not paid herewith to 



Deposit Account No. 50-0320. 



By: 



Respectfully submitted, 

FROMMER LAWRENCE & HAUG LLP 




Ronald R. Santucci 
Reg. No. 28,988 
(212) 588-0800 



Brian M. McGuire 
Reg. No. 55,445 
(212) 588-0800 
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